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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: Claims 23, 36, 42, the water vapor transmission rate in the 
specification is for various urethane and not the cover claimed in the instant invention 
(see spec page 8). Claims 36 and 42, the compression for the cover does not include 
70 (see spec page 3). 

Note: If applicant chooses to add the above subject matter to the specification a new 
declaration will be required and the instant application will no longer be a CON of 
application 10/002,051. The subject matter is part of the original disclosure of the 
instant application but is not supported by the parent disclosure. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 23-26, 29-33, and 35-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sullivan et al (6,220,972) in view of Kennedy, III et al (6,350,793). 
Regarding claim 23, Sullivan discloses a golf ball comprising a core (center) and at least 
one cover layer (abstract). The core has a PGA compression from 20 to 85 (col 4, lines 
15-19). (Note: applicant's compression is equivalent to PGA compression since the 
commercial compression tester by ATTI Engineering in New Jersey was used, see 
app's spec page 4, lines 5-6 and Sullivan col. 8, lines 26-28). The diameter of the core 
is from 1 .538-1 .652 inches (golf ball diameter minus cover) (col. 4, and abstract). The 
cover layer materials include a blend of ionomers and metallocene polymers (col. 5, 
lines 23-27). Sullivan does not disclose a cover with a Shore D less than 60. However, 
Kennedy teaches a cover layer made from ionomers and metallocene polymers with a 
Shore D hardness of 63 or less (col. 1 1 lines 20-24, 54-55; col. 4, lines 23-25). The 
water vapor transmission rate is an obvious feature since the cover materials are the 
same. Regarding claim 24, Sullivan discloses the core PGA compression from 20 to 85 
(col. 4, lines 1 5-1 7). Regarding claims 25 and 26, Kennedy teaches a cover Shore D 
hardness less than 55 (col. 4, lines 23-25). Regarding claims 29 and 30, Sullivan 
discloses the ionomer in the cover layer include zinc, sodium, and lithium ionomers (col. 
5, lines 23-25). Regarding claims 31 and 32, Sullivan discloses the cover layer may 
include a blend of ionomers (col 5, lines 23-25). The blend is obviously defined as at 
least two or more ionomers. Regarding claim 33, Sullivan discloses the core includes 
from 5 to 40 parts by weight of zinc diacrylate and omits pentachlorothiophenol (col. 9, 
lines 60-63). Regarding claim 35, Sullivan discloses in table 6, example 1-1 a PGA 
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compression of 78 for the golf ball. Regarding claim 36, Sullivan discloses a golf ball 
comprising a core (center) and at least one cover layer (abstract). Table 6, example 1-1 
discloses a PGA compression of 78 for the golf ball. The core has a PGA compression 
from 20 to 85 (col. 4, lines 15-19). The cover layer materials include a blend of 
ionomers and metallocene polymers (col. 5, lines 23-27). Sullivan does not disclose a 
cover with a Shore D less than 60. However, Kennedy teaches a cover layer made 
from ionomers and metallocene polymers with a Shore D hardness of 63 or less (col. 1 1 
lines 20-24, 54-55; col. 4, lines 23-25). The water vapor transmission rate is an obvious 
feature since the cover materials are the same. Regarding claim 37, Sullivan discloses 
in table 6, example 1-1 a PGA compression of 78 for the golf ball. Regarding claim 38, 
the core includes polybutadiene, zinc acrylate, a free radical initiator, zinc oxide, and a 
filler (col. 9, lines 45-65; col. 1 1, line 23). Regarding claim 39, Sullivan does not 
disclose the Mooney viscosity of the polybutadiene used in the core. However, 
Kennedy teaches a core comprising a polybutadiene with a Mooney viscosity between 
30 and 70 (col. 24, lines 16-23). Regarding claim 40, Kennedy teaches the 
polybutadiene is a blend comprising a first polybutadiene with a Mooney viscosity of 40 
and a second polybutadiene with a Mooney viscosity of 60 (col 24, lines 58-61). 
Regarding claim 41, Sullivan discloses limestone or calcium/magnesium carbonate as a 
filler (col 1 1 , line 30). One of applicant's options for a filler is a carbonaceous material, 
which is defined in the dictionary as composed, containing, relating to or yielding 
carbon. One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified the invention of Sullivan 
with Kennedy by lowering the hardness of the cover layer and using a polybutadiene 
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with a Mooney viscosity between 40 and 60 to increase tlie durability and flight 
characteristics of the golf ball. 

Claims 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan et al (6,220,972) in view of Kennedy, III et al (6,350,793) as applied to 
claims 23-26, 29-33, and 35-41 above, and further in view of Rajagopalan et al 
(5,703,166). Sulivan in view of Kennedy discloses applicant's invention but fails to 
include the quantity of ionomer and metallocene polymer in the cover layer. However, 
Rajagopalan teaches a cover composition comprising from 99 to 1% of at least one 
ionomer resin and from 1 to 99% of at least one metallocene polymer (col 2, lines 53- 
60). One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified Sullivan and Kennedy in view 
of Rajagopalan by including the quantities of the ionomers and polymers to achieve the 
desired consistency of the cover composition. 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
et al (6,220,972) in view of Kennedy. Ill et al (6.350,793) as applied to claims 23-26, 29- 
33, and 35-41 above, and further in view of Egashira et al (5,252,652). Sullivan 
discloses a sulfur in the core but does not disclose a specific type as claimed by 
applicant. However, Egashira teaches a core composition that includes sulfur 
compounds such as zinc salt of pentachlorothiophenal (table 1 ). One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have included pentachlorothiophenal in the core composition to increase 
the rebound resilience as taught by Egashira (col. 1, lines 50-55). 

Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kennedy, III et al (6,350,793) in view of Sullivan et al (6,220,972). Kennedy discloses a 
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golf ball comprising a core (center) and a single layer cover (col 1 1 , line 63). The cover 
can be made from ionomers and metallocene polymers and has a Shore D hardness 
less than 63 (col 1 1 , lines 19-23. 54-55; col 4, lines 23-25). The water vapor 
transmission rate is an obvious feature since the cover materials are the same. 
Kennedy does not disclose a core PGA compression less than 75 or a lithium ionomer 
for the cover However, Sullivan teaches a core with a PGA compression from 20 to 85 
and a cover made from a lithium and a metallocene ionomer (col 4, lines 15-19; col 5, 
lines 23-27). One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified Kennedy in view of 
Sullivan by lowering the compression of the core and including lithium as the ionomer 
choice to increase the durability of the golf ball. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Raeann Gordon whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4409. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Greg Vidovich can be reached on 571-272-4415. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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December 9, 2004 




